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FACULTY SENATE 
APRIL 24, 1995 
1491 
L Comments from Provost Marlin. 
0610 Thomas Switzer 
Col of Education 
IL 
The Faculty Senate was called to order at 3:30 p.m. in the Board 
Room of Gilchrist Hall by Chairperson Gable. 
Present: Edward Amend, Diane Baum, Leander Brown, John Butler, Phyllis 
Conklin, Kay Davis, Kenneth De Nault, Sherry Gable, Sue Grosboll, 
Clifford Highnam, Randall Krieg, Barbara Lounsberry, Katherine 
Martin, Dean Primrose, Merrie Schroeder, Joel Haack, Katherine van 
Wormer, Surendar Yadava, Mahmood Yousefi, John Longnecker, 
ex-officio. 
ANNOUNCEMENTS 
1. Preas Identification. Brett Hayworth, Northern Iowan, was present. 
2. Comments from Provost Marlin. 
Provost Marlin commented on several recent events on campus. Last Friday 
afternoon the Student Outcomes Assessment Committee sponsored a Faculty 
Symposium. The program was designed to respond to faculty requests for 
professional development in this area. Faculty in the audience reported that the 
sharing of information from different departments was particularly useful. On 
Saturday morning, April 22, the Center for the Enhancement of Teaching 
held another professional development day. This event, organized by Roger Sell, 
had faculty serving both as presenters and participants to share information 
about teaching. 
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Saturday evening was the Heritage Honors Banquet sponsored by the Alumni 
Association. Outstanding alumni and faculty were honored. Steve Corbin, 
Marketing, received the Outstanding Teaching Award; Roy Behrens, Art, received 
the McKay Award for Research; and Bonnie Litwiller, Mathematics, received the 
Outstanding Service Award. These faculty will also be recognized at the first 
faculty meeting in the fall. 
Provost Marlin stated that a national grant from the National Science Federation 
in the amount of $333,000 was received by the Chemistry Department. The grant 
will be used for much-needed renovations in the laboratories in McCollum Science 
Hall and will enhance the chemistry and environmental science programs. The 
Department of Special Education received a grant from the u.s. Department of 
Education for training of teachers to work with disabled students within 
inclusive classrooms. Provost Marlin expressed her appreciation to the 
departments for their work in securing these nationally-competitive grants. 
Provost Marlin commented that we are approaching the end of the legislative 
session which may end this Friday. The legislature still needs to take action 
on our appropriation requests. The Senate recommendation is higher than the 
Governor's recommendation, while the House recommendation is lower than the 
Governor's recommendation for funding. The Performing Arts Center has been 
recommended for funding from both the House and Senate, although the amounts 
differ. The salary bill is also still pending. 
Provost Marlin indicated that the last Board of Regents meeting was held at the 
University of Iowa, UNI's promotion and tenure recommendations were approved by 
the Board. Provost Marlin stated that because one of the individuals the 
Governor nominated to serve on the Regents was not confirmed by the Senate, she 
was uncertain what will happen regarding appointment of a third Regent 
member. 
3. CALENDAR 
562 Report from the Intercollegiate Athletic Advisory Council 
Amend/Brown moved/seconded to docket in regular order. 
De Nault stated that he objected to docketing an item when the report was 
not attached for Senator's review. Chair Gable indicated that the report 
would be forwarded to Senators within the week. De Nault commented that 
it is very difficult to review the calendar items when they are received 
the day of the meeting. Motion carried. (Docket 492). (Appendix A) 
563 Report from the Committee on Committees. De Nault/Amend 
moved/seconded to docket in regular order. Motion carried. (Docket 
493). (Appendix B) 
564 Report from the Student Academic Appeals Board. Baum/De Nault 
moved/seconded to docket in regular order. Amend commented that if 
there was nothing to report, it should be placed at the head of the 
docket. Baum/De Nault withdrew their motion. Amend/Haack 
moved/seconded to docket at the head of the docket, out of regular 
order. Motion carried. (Docket 494). (Appendix C) 
4. NEW/OLD BUSINESS 
553 483 Request from Professor Duea to Adopt the Report of the Quality 
in the Curriculum Committee. 
Chair Gable stated that at the last meeting the Senate dealt with recommendations 
1, 2, and 3. 
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Amend/Lounsberry moved/seconded to adopt recommendation #4. Amend/Lounsberry 
moved/seconded to amend recommendation #4 to add after "May 1996," the following, 
"and that Departments whose majora exceed 45 hours or are in charge of the 
Professional Education Programs provide similar rationales based on intrinsic 
academic principles for the courses in those majors or programs likewise 
by May 1996." 
Lounsberry explained the Committee's rationale for the recommendation that the 
Senate developed in 1987 a policy setting maximum limits, but now we are in a 
different era with the four-year graduation rate, so the committee thought it was 
time to look at outcomes and see if within the existing programs the same 
rationale was given. 
Longnecker commented that regarding a Bachelor of Science degree, there is a 
minimum number of required hours. 
Baum stated that in recommendation three, the Senate did not endorse a 45-hour 
limit. The senate only reaffirmed that it can set limits. 
Amend commented that when it was indicated that Baa and Bas were different 
degrees, someone had told him that they were the same. At some universities a 
BS has less requirements than a BA while other universities have opposite 
requirements. He also stated that this recommendation does not adopt the 45 
hours, it only states that it will be reviewed. He felt that the Senate should 
rethink the increased number of long majors. There has been ·a lot of agonizing 
on the part of the committee, and the Senate must review and rethink the 45 
hours. 
Longnecker stated that regarding the BS degree on this campus, the BS is designed 
to be different from the BA. It was found that on other campuses, the BS degree 
in some cases is weaker and in some cases is stronger than the BA degree. From 
the recommendation of 1982, on this campus, it is a more technical degree with 
greater depth. 
Amend replied that he did not think that this amendment changes that. He felt 
that education has provided a falsity with four-year graduation, and the Senate 
should consider the Master of Arts Teaching program. He felt that although there 
are also discussions on how engineers and others do specialized work, a 
solid liberal arts program is needed to begin with. 
Chair Gable commented that a 30 to 32 hour MAT is already in existence in 
Educational Psychology in the College of Education. 
De Nault stated that regarding Lounsberry's justification, he did not see the 
link with the four-year graduation rate. He did not see any documentation 
relating the two. In CNS, students can complete their major in four years. 
van Wormer commented that she would like to see more students taking more 
electives. 
Motion to amend carried. 
Amend stated that the recommendation would solve some criticism in his college. 
De Nault/Amend moved/seconded to add "BA" between the words "whose" and "majors". 
Motion passed. 
Brown wondered if the substitute motion needed to be Professional Education 
Program or just Professional Programs. He moved as a friendly amendment to 
delete the word "Education" between the words "Professional" and "Program". 
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Amend stated that his understanding of Professional Programs were programs that 
have over 70 hours. He commented that there is a need to examine majors and 
student outcomes assessment• are a part of that. It would guarantee that we have 
a liberal arts BA hare at UNI. 
De Nault asked whether equal scrutiny should be given to those majors under 30 
hours. 
Haack asked what are professional programs and it was responded that they are 
social work, dietetics, etc. 
Amend/Lounsberry moved/seconded to insert "who" between "or" and "are", to delete 
"education" from between "Professional" and "Program", to add "a" to program, and 
to insert "which in toto exceed 45 hours" between Programs" and "provide". 
When asked what a professional program was, Yousefi responded that in layman's 
terms that it was when someone was trained for a specific occupation. · Haack 
questioned if this was different from Professional Education? Lounsberry replied 
that certain majors are defined as professional. 
De Nault/Amend moved/seconded to insert "BA" in front of "Program". After a 
voice vote, a division of the House was called. The vote was 11 ayes, 3 nays. 
Motion carried. 
Vote regarding the amended amendment. A division of the House was called. The 
vote was 10 nays, 4 nays. Motion carried. 
The amendment, now reads "add after May 1996, that Departments whose BA majors 
exceed 45 hours or who are in charge of the Professional BA Programs which in 
toto exceed 45 hours provide similar rationales based on intrinsic academic 
principles for the courses in those majors or programs likewise by May 1996." 
A division of the House was called. 
carried. 
The vote was 12 ayes, 2 nays. Motion 
De Nault/Baum moved to insert "BA" between "whose" and "majors". Motion carried. 
Brown wondered if the Faculty Senate can direct departments. 
Lounsberry stated that one of the four functions is to create policy. 
Amend stated that as long as curriculum is under the Faculty Senate's 
jurisdiction, it is the Senate's right and responsibility to direct departments. 
Yousefi wondered if the Senate should approach the topic in a manner of minimum 
electives and general education courses that students should take. Then if majors 
want to add on, it is their alternative. He asked if the Senate was trying to 
come up with a single model. 
De Nault/Haack moved/seconded to add after "exceeding 45 hours" the statement 
"and those with fewer than 35 hours". 
Haack stated that the recommendation is focused only on extended programs. De 
Nault recommended including those majors under 35 hours. 
van Wormer commented that the insertion would put people on the defensive to 
which it was responded that the present motion puts extended programs on the 
defensive. De Nault felt that if the committee really intended to look at 
quality in the curriculum, the Senate should look at those majors that require 
less than 35 hours. 
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Yousefi supported the motion and commented that the recommendation should be even 
handed. 
Brown stated that he felt the amendment was programmatically sound, because a 
major is not a finished product. 
Haack spoke in favor of the amendment, because the present recommendation only 
scrutinized the long majors. He felt that a program that is too short should 
also need to be examined. 
Lounsberry identified those programs which were under 35 hours. 
A division of the House was called. The vote was 10 ayes, 5 nays. 
carried. 
Motion 
Brown introduced a question by stating that he understood what Lounsberry had 
stated regarding the Faculty Senate Bylaws and the Faculty Constitution, but he 
wondered how the Faculty Senate could direct a department to do something. He 
felt that the Senate can support recommendations, but not direct. 
Longnecker read section 4.2 and 4.3 of the Constitution of the Faculty of the 
University of Northern Iowa as follows: 
2. General Principles. The faulty has the right to be adequately 
informed about and to participate jointly with the related 
components of the University in the determination of policy touching 
all phases of the University's operations. The faculty may 
formulate and recommend policies to the President of the University 
on all subjects of University concern. The faculty shall play a 
central role in all decisions regarding educational policy and 
curriculum. The faculty function through consultation and review in 
personnel decision that can modify the faulty' professional 
identify, professional quality, and working environment (subject to 
any restrictions imposed by Chapter 20 of the Code and any 
collective bargaining agreements). The faculty's more general 
concern with the total program of the University is expressed in the 
form of recommendations and advice to the related components of the 
University. 
3. The University Faculty: Jurisdiction. In accordance with Sections 
1 and 2 above, the University faculty shall play a central role in 
formation and adoption of educational policy and may adopt 
recommendations and resolutions on any matter touching on the 
general welfare of the University. Subject to the limits provided 
in Section 1, above, the University faculty assume the major role in 
decisions related to 1) curricular matters which do not lie wholly 
within the jurisdiction of one college, 2) standards for granting of 
academic degrees and academic credit, and 3) educational policies 
not confined to one college. It shall participate in the nomination 
and review of academic administrators. It shall act on such other 
matters as may be submitted to it for decision by an office of 
administration or by an officially designated representative of 
student government. 
He also read section 5.1 of the Faculty Senate Bylaws as follows: 
The policy formation function. The Senate acts for the faculty in the 
reception of policy proposals initiated by its members, by faculty 
non-members, by committees of the Senate or the faculty, by officers of 
administration, by the student government, or by the non-academic staff. 
The Senate deliberates and decides upon these matters by majority vote. 
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He explained that most of the Faculty Senate powers are derived from the faculty 
in regard to jurisdiction. The Senate could say that it recommends to establish 
procedures, policies, and programs. 
Amend stated that since it seems that we can act on majors, the Senate could 
direct the departments do some studies. 
Longnecker commented that the difference lies in establishing premises on which 
we operate. In contrast, he was uncomfortable with directing faculty to do 
something, thought it could be recommended. 
Amend stated as Chair of the Faculty you should not direct faculty to do 
something, but as the Faculty Senate we have more authority than the Chair, and 
it doesn't seem unreasonable to direct the faculty. 
Yousefi indicated that he felt the Faculty Senate can tell the faculty to do 
something and it's in the senate's jurisdiction and their prerogative. 
Brown stated that he agreed and the Senate can do that verbally. 
Amend stated that "ask" is a clear verb. 
Brown stated that he did not want this discussion to evolve into what the powers 
of the Senate were, but he had been told that the Faculty Senate was simply had 
the power to advise. 
As a point of clarification, Longnecker stated that courses which are not offered 
very often, and if not taught for say 17 years, they should not be in the 
catalogue. The curriculum committee says to the department that they need 
justification for continuing to including the course in the catalog. There are 
times when the faculty are asked to respond. 
De Nault said that the Senate does not have the authority to direct departments 
to do something, but the Senate does have the authority to approve or disapprove 
courses or programs. 
Amend/Haack moved/seconded to change "direct" to "ask". 
Butler asked if you ask the faculty to do something and they do not, then what 
happens. 
Yousefi indicated that when the u.s. senate passes something, it's not in their 
jurisdiction to enforce it. Enforcement is the area of the Executive branch. 
On the campus, the Provost's office acts as the executive branch. 
Brown stated that administration can not approve other recommendations or remind 
the departments that they did not abide by the recommendations. The Senate would 
simply be providing the rationale for the recommendation. 
Amend commented that if departments do not comply with the request and provide 
rationale by May 1996, the Senate can take other action. 
Motion to amend carried. 
The main motion now reads "The Faculty Senate asks each Department with •extended 
BA programs' (i.e., programs extending beyond four years) to re-evaluate its 
program(s) and submit a compelling rationale to the University Curriculum 
Committee for review by May 1996 and Departments whose BA majors exceed in toto 
45 hours or whose majors have fewer than 35 hours or are in charge of 
Professional Programs provide similar rationales based on intrinsic academic 
principles for the courses in those majors or programs likewise by May 1996. 
Main motion, as amended, carried. 
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Recommendation 5. Brown questioned whether the verb "direct" should be changed 
to "aak." There was no motion and no discussion. 
Recommendation 6. No discussion. 
Recommendation 7. Lounsberry/Yousefi moved/seconded that the Senate adopt 
recommendation 7. To explain the rationale of the Committee, she stated this is 
a truth in advertising recommendation in that if the course is not offered, it 
shouldn't be listed in the catalog. She said the course could be offered on a 
experimental basis. The Committee felt that if the course was not offered 
in four years, justification should be given in order to continue listing the 
course. 
Yousefi explained that there could be extenuating circumstances why some programs 
are not offering a course regularly. The course may be highly underutilized, but 
if it is dropped, in order to offer the course again, it must go through the 
whole curriculum process to reinstate it. 
Baum commented that the Curriculum Committee paased something similar a few years 
back. If a course is not offered for four years, it would be dropped from the 
catalog, and if the course was not offered in the next four years, then it was 
completely dropped. Ultimately, if the course was not offered within eight 
years, it was dropped. This policy was not adhered to. 
Brown stated that he favored the distinction of catalog vs. curriculum. 
Lounsberry/Baum moved/seconded to amend the motion as follows "That the Faculty 
Senate require courses be dropped from the catalog if they have not been taught 
in four years, and from the curriculum if not taught in the successive four 
years." 
Conklin asked Registrar Patton how that would be handled by his office for 
numbering purposes. Patton responded that he would place the courses dropped 
from the catalog in a holding status. 
Motion to amend carried. 
Motion to adopt recommendation 7 as amended carried. 
Recommendation 8. Lounsberry explained that advising is done differently in each 
college. She stated that the Committee heard several times how important good 
advising is to students to help meet their goals and objectives as learning 
people. She indicated that a central advising system gives quality control and 
maintains quality advising. 
Yousefi stated that he has had mixed reports regarding central advising and on 
the other hand, how can advising be improved if the students do not come to the 
advising sessions. 
Registrar Patton indicated that in the new electronic registration system, you 
can not register without coming to the advisor. A code is inserted to allow the 
advisor to indicate that the student did have approval to register. 
Haack stated that the Math Department discussed this recommendation and they were 
satisfied with their advising. They felt that they did not want to write another 
report on their findings. 
Brown commented that regarding the response the Math Department had, it is not 
necessary to make changes if the department is satisfied. 
Lounsberry/Brown moved/seconded to adopt recommendation 8 with the language "ask" 
instead of "direct." 
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De Nault stated that this was biased in favor of central advising. He had 
returned from Washington where they were going to assign every new student 
faculty member as their advisor. In CNS, faculty do individual advising. 
wondered if all departments had to have the same type of advising. Is this 





Conklin stated that it helps students when they are choosing an area of 
specialization to be given an advisor. The advisors help students make better 
judgments. 
Baum explained that in her department certain groups are assigned to advise the 
freshmen and then when the student declares a major, they are assigned to an 
advisor in that specific area. She asked if advising is made consistent, what 
does this mean? 
Yousefi stated that the Senate cannot adopt a uniform plan for all departments. 
Haack commented that he did not know how to pass judgment on advising because 
obtaining data and preparing a report would be an onerous task. 
Lounsberry stated that the vision was that there are many ways to advise and it 
is up to each college to discuss how advising is being done and to do some fine 
tuning with more communication. 
Brown indicated that "consistency" could be deleted, and Lounsberry stated that 
as Baum stated, her department has a group to conduct advising for freshmen, 
which shows consistency in that department. 
Davis agreed. Consistency within one area does not mean consistency across the 
whole campus. 
Haack/ Amend moved to amend the recommendation by deleting "the" between "improve" 
and "consistency" and insert "in the" for "and" between "consistency" and 
"quality". Motion carried. 
De Nault stated that the committee must have identified weaknesses and problems 
with advising. He asked for an enumeration of these problems by college. 
Lounsberry responded that some students could not find their advisors when they 
needed them, and some advisors were not up-to-date. 
De Nault questioned the source of the student data since the committee had not 
discussed any problems with discipline specific student organizations. He also 
commented that according to the Institutional Research Report, information from 
student exit interviews indicates that students are satisfied with advising. 
Regarding faculty knowing all aspects of advising, Longnecker explained that when 
he does not know an answer to a student's question, he sends the student to 
someone who does. He stated that he is tired of making reports. Creating a 
committee within the department to prepare a report on student advising will make 
next year unpleasant. 
Highnam asked to what extent motivation is given for open sharing. 
Lounsberry explained that this recommendation did not mandate an advisor 
committee. She also commented that the recommendation would give departments an 
opportunity to see how other departments advise. 
Reginald Green, Academic Advising, informed the Senators that all freshman 
receive an advisor, but that does not mean that they keep their appointments with 
those advisors. He was in support of the idea of sharing information on 
advising, and he volunteered to coordinate such a gathering with advisors. 
Motion to amend carried. 
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The amended motion now reads "That the Faculty Senate ask each College to develop 
plana to improve conaiatancy in the quality of student adviaing and report ita 
findings and plana for implementing quality changes to the Faculty Senate by May 
1996." 
A division of the House was called. 
carried. 
The vote was 9 ayes, 6 nays. Motion 
Longnackar/Da Nault moved/seconded to go into executive session. Motion carried. 
Longnackar/Da Nault moved to rise from executive aaaaion. Motion carried. 
Haack/Baum moved/seconded to adjourn. Motion carried. 




These minutes shall stand approved as published unless corrections or protests 







To: University Senate 
From: Carol Cooper, Chair Committee on Committees 
Date: April 20, 1995 
Re: Report to the Senate 
1. The fmal report of the Committee on Committees will be submitted as soon as 
the College Elections have been completed 
2. The Committee on Committees recommends the following action: 
2.1 Change the name of Commjuee on Committees to Commjuee 
on Unjyersity Elections 
2.11 This would clarify the responsibilities of the committee to 
the faculty. 
2.2 Delete the Faculty Conduct Committee. (Charge is on Lynx, Policies 
and Procedures •t09) 
2.21 Tbe committee, formulated in 1973, is in conflict with the 
Master Agreement and bas not been utilized in at least 10 years. 
2.3 Direct the Committee on Tenure and Promotion to meet and study tbe 
need for its existence. 
2.31 The committee should be deleted if there is no potential 
function that is not in conflict with the Master Agreement. 
2.4 Direct the Committee on Committees to determine election by lot in 
case of tie vote 
2.41 Each of tbe last 2 elections bas bad a contest with less than 
3 votes separating the candidates. The Senate Parliamentarian 
bas indicated unless there is direction from the Senate ties 
must be broken by a second election wbicb is time-consuming. 
2.5 Request the President's Office to distribute to the Senate on an 
attnual basis a current list of Presidential Committees, including 
committee charges and members. 
2.51 This list, wbicb bad been sent to all faculty in the 
past, bas not been distributed in several years. The information is 
necessary for tbe Committee on Committees and tbe Senate to 
understand tbe campus committee structure. 
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Subj: RE: Student Academic Appeals Board 
Sherry: 
The Acadc•ic Appeals BOard did not have to deal with any 
appeals cases and therefore no activities can be reported. 
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